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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in response to the amendment filed on 12/13/2004. 

2. Claims 1-45 are presented for examination. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 12/13/2005, have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

4. In that remarks, applicant's argues in substance: 

a. That: The office action . stating that a :"proxy server is viewed as a central 
logging server". Such comprises impermissible modification of the teaching of 
the reference. . . . (Page 1 6 lines 3-11.) 

This is found not persuasive because applicant does not point out a particular 
limitation that Allard does not teach and the only argument presented is the 
statement "proxy server is viewed as a central logging server" comprises a 
impermissible modification of the teachings of the reference. However, when the 
examiner stated "the proxy server is viewed as a central logging server", it 
actually means the proxy server of Allard is corresponding to the central logging 
server of the presented application, where Allard' s proxy server is performing the 
same function as the central logging server as claimed. No modification is being 
made in Allard. Therefore the argument is not persuasive. In re Schreiber, 128 
F.3d 1473, 1477, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (anticipation rejection 
affirmed based on Board's factual finding that the reference dispenser ( a spout 
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disclosed as useful for purposes such as dispensing oil from an oil can) would be 
capable of dispensing popcorn in the manner set forth in appellant's claim (a 
dispensing top for dispensing popcorn in a specified manner)) and cases cited 
therein. See also MPEP § 21 12 - § 21 12.02. 
b. That: Applicant disagrees on the rejection to claims 8-15, and independent claims 
17, 26, 30, 35 and 39 are rejected for the same reason of claims 1-7 (page 17-19). 

This is not found persuasive, because applicant argues the difference of 
scope of claims, but does not point out a particular limitation that Allard does not 
teach in claim 1-7, but is disclosed in claim 8-15 or in any independent claims 17, 
26, 30, 35 or 39. Applicants arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1.111(b) 
because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable 
invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the claims 
patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

However, the examiner believes the limitation of claims 1-7 is the same as 
claim 8-15 and rest of the groups. For example, the limitation of claim 8, " 
receiving a request for a document", "returning, in response to the request, the 
document including a reference to contents that causes information regarding the 
request for the document to be logged at a remote logging server" encompasses 
the same scope of "initialing a request for a web page" of claim 3 and "servers 
returning web page to the requesting client device", "each of the web pages 
(document) . . . includes a reference to content stored on a central logging server." 
Claim 9, recites the limitation "wherein the reference comprises a reference to 
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content stored at the remote logging server" which is the same as "a reference to 
content stored at the central logging server" in claim 1. Claim 10 recites the 
limitation of "a reference to a transparent graphic image" which is the same as 
what is claimed in claim 7. Claim 1 1, is a combination of claims 9 and 10, which 
is disclosed in claim 1 and 7. The argument is not persuasive, 
c. That: Applicant argues the § 103 rejection to claim 24 is improper and does not 
establish a prima facie finding of obviousness. 

This is not found persuasive, refers to MPEP 2144.04 VI Section C, In re 
Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 1975) (the particular placement of a 
contact in a conductivity measuring device was held to be an obvious matter of 
design choice.) In this case, the number of bytes of the response does not change 
the inventive concept of the present invention, and it is obvious for a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to use any number of bytes for the response, because a 
smaller size of response will allow a smaller packet to be transmit and provides a 
faster communication. And a bigger size response would provide more 
information to the client in the communication. Either way would benefit the 
system in different areas. Therefore it is obvious for a person with ordinary skill 
in the art to pick the response to be less than 50 bytes. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act 
of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly 
from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art 
date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the 
AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

6. Claims 1-23, 25-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Allard et 
al., US Patent Number 6,018,619, hereinafter Allard. 

7. Referring to claim 1, Allard has taught a system comprising: 

a. a plurality of web servers, each storing a plurality of web pages and returning 
selected ones of the plurality of web pages to a plurality of requesting client 
devices (Col 5 lines 36-44, Col 9 lines 11-12); 

b. a central logging server coupled to the plurality of web servers (abstract 7-12, 
proxy server is corresponding to a central logging server); 

c. wherein each of the plurality of web pages for which centralized logging is 
desired includes a reference (Col 1 lines 61-64, , Col 12 lines 46-53, web pages 
have links (reference) including links to image files) to content stored on the 
central logging server (Col 1 lines 36-41, Col 6 lines 55-62, all requests for 
contents made through links are serviced by proxy); 
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d. wherein the central logging server logs accesses to the plurality of web servers 
upon receipt, from the requesting client devices, of a request for the content (Col 
5 lines 36-44). 

8. Referring to claim 2, Allard has further taught wherein the plurality of web servers, the 
central logging server, and the plurality of requesting client devices are coupled together 
via the Internet (Col 9 lines 36-44). 

9. Referring to claim 3, Allard has further taught wherein the reference has embedded 
therein information identifying usage of the web by a user initiating a request for a web 
page (Col 1 lines 61-64, Col 12 lines 46-53). 

10. Referring to claim 4, Allard has further taught wherein the central logging server further 
logs information received in a cookie accompanying the request for the content (Col 5 
lines 36-55). 

1 1 . Referring to claim 5, Allard has further taught wherein the reference comprises a 
Hypertext Markup Language tag (Col 1 lines 61-64). 

12. Referring to claim 6, Allard has further taught wherein each of the plurality of web 
servers further logs information regarding the request locally (Col 5 lines 42-49, web 
servers are capable of logging information locally if they choose to do so). 

13. Referring to claim 7, Allard has further taught wherein the reference comprises reference 
to a transparent graphic image (Col 1 lines 51-55, transparent graphic image is an popular 
object type). 



i 
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14. Referring to claims 8-15, claims 8-15 encompass the same scope of the invention as that 
of the claims 1-7. Therefore, claims 8-15 are rejected for the same reason as the claims 
1-7. 

15. Referring to claim 16, Allard has further taught one or more computer readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the method 
recited in claim 8 (Col 5 lines 24-26). 

16. Referring to claims 17-23, claims 17-23 encompass the same scope of the invention as 
that of the claims 1-7. Therefore, claims 17-23 are rejected for the same reason as the 
claims 1-7. 

17. Referring to claim 25, Allard has further taught one or more computer readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the method 
recited in claim 17 (Col 5 lines 24-26). 

18. Referring to claims 26-28, claims 26-28 encompass the same scope of the invention as 
that of the claims 1-7. Therefore, claims 26-28 are rejected for the same reason as the 
claims 1-7. 

19. Referring to claim 29, Allard has further taught one or more computer readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the method 
recited in claim 26 (Col 5 lines 24-26). 

20. Referring to claims 30-33, claims 30-33 encompass the same scope of the invention as 
that of the claims 1-7. Therefore, claims 30-33 are rejected for the same reason as the 
claims 1-7. 
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21. Referring to claim 34, Allard has further taught one or more computer readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the method 
recited in claim 30 (Col 5 lines 24-26). 

22. Referring to claims 35-37, claims 35-37 encompass the same scope of the invention as 
that of the claims 1-7. Therefore, claims 35-37 are rejected for the same reason as the 
claims 1-7. 

23. Referring to claim 38, Allard has further taught one or more computer readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the method 
recited in claim 35 (Col 5 lines 24-26). 

24. Referring to claims 39-45, claims 39-45 encompass the same scope of the invention as 
that of the claims 1-7. Therefore, claims 39-45 are rejected for the same reason as the 
claims 1-7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

25. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

26. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allard et al., US 
Patent Number 6,018,619, hereinafter Allard. Allard has taught a method as described in 
claim 17 (see previous rejections). Allard does not explicitly tell the response is less than 
50 bytes. However, it is the designer's choice to choose the number of bytes for the 
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response. Allard has taught the server return acknowledgement back to the client upon 
client request (Col 5 lines 36-39). It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary 
skill in the art to choose the response to be less than any number of bytes. Because any 
size of response will not change the inventive concept of the invention as described in 
independent claim 17. A person with ordinary skill in the art would have use any size of 
response because a smaller size of response will allow a smaller packet to be transmit and 
provides a faster communication. And a bigger size response would provide more 
information to the client in the communication. Either way would benefit the system in 
different areas. Therefore it is obvious for a person with ordinary skill in the art to pick 
the response to be less than 50 bytes. 



Conclusion 

27. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
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advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
28. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Liang-che Alex Wang whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3992. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday, 8:30 am 
to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T Alam can be reached on (571)272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Liang-che Alex Wang 
March 23, 2005 



HOSAIN ALAM 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



